REMARKS 

Summary of Office Action 

Claims 1-27 are pending in the above- identified 
patent application. 

The Examiner has finally rejected claims 1-7, 10, 
17, 19, 22, 24 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious from Henkel U.S. Patent 6,055,644 in view of Munday 
et al. U.S. Patent 4,025,865. Claims 11-13 have been finally 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Henkel 
and Munday, further in view of Swoboda et al . U.S. Patent 
5,903,746. Claim 27 has been finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 (a) as being obvious from certain allegedly admitted 
prior art in view of Henkel and Munday. 

Claim 16 has been allowed. Each of claims 8, 9, 14, 
15, 18, 20, 21, 23 and 26 has been objected to as depending 
from a rejected base claim, but allowable subject matter has 
been indicated. 

Applicant's Reply 

Applicants note with appreciation the allowance of 
claim 16 and the indication of allowable subject matter in 
claims 8, 9, 14, 15, 18, 20, 21, 23 and 26, and hereby 
expressly reserve the right to rewrite any of claims 8, 9, 14, 
15, 18, 20, 21, 23 and 26 in independent form should its 
respective base claim ultimately not be allowed. 

The Examiner's rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Each of claims 1-7, 10-13, 17, 19, 22, 24, 25 and 27 
has been finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious from a combination of references including at least 
Henkel and Munday. These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. 

Applicant's invention, as defined by the pending 
claims, is a serial interface for use in a programmable logic 
device. The serial interface includes a plurality of 
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channels, each of the channels including at least transmit 
circuitry. Central control circuitry in the interface 
includes at least one clock source for generating at least one 
transmit clock for use by the transmit circuitry in each of 
the channels. Each transmit clock in the central control 
circuitry has a respective first clock rate. Clock division 
circuitry in a plurality of the channels provides a plurality 
of respective channel -derived clocks based on the central 
transmit clock. Each channel -derived clock has a second clock 
rate at most equal to the first clock rate. The clock 
division circuitry in each of that plurality of channels is 
controllable independently of the clock division circuitry in 
any other of the plurality of channels. As a result, each of 
the plurality of channels can have an independently 
controllable clock rate. 

Applicants respectfully submit that neither Henkel 
nor Munday, whether take alone or in combination, shows or 
suggests the claimed invention. 

Henkel shows a multi-channel tester architecture 
having a central clock and having channel clocks derived from 
the central clock. However, there is no teaching or 
suggestion of changing the clock rate in any channel as 
compared to the central clock. The only "derivation" 
disclosed is the choice between a "continuous" clock or a 
clock having "new timing edges" (abstract, line 15; column 3, 
lines 24-25) . The only reasonable interpretation is that a 
"continuous" channel clock is identical to the central clock, 
while a channel clock that is "changed ... to receive new 
timing edges" (column 3, lines 24-25) has been stopped or 
delayed so that its phase is changed relative to the central 
clock. This interpretation is supported by the timing 
diagrams of Henkel FIG. 6, in which the first trace is the 
central clock and the second trace is one of the channel 
clocks, with the remaining traces being signals other than 
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clocks. As seen in FIG. 6, the central clock and the channel 
clock have the same rate or frequency, differing only in 
phase. Indeed, as previously pointed out by applicants, at 
column 8, lines 17-21, Henkel teaches that all of the channel 
clocks are the same (even though they differ from the central 
clock) and thus they are not independent . 

While the Examiner has agreed (Action, page 3, 
lines 5-6) that Henkel does not show applicants' claimed 
independently-controllable clock division circuitry in a 
plurality of channels, the Examiner purports to find the 
missing clock division circuitry in Munday. Applicants 
respectfully submit that such a combination is improper. 
Henkel does not merely fail to show independently-controllable 
clock division circuitry, but rather affirmatively teaches 
away from such circuitry as discussed above. While a 
secondary reference can be used to provide a missing teaching, 
it cannot be used to replace a contradictory teaching. That 
is a classic "teaching away," which negates a combination 
rejection. 

Moreover, Munday is directed to dual -tone 
multif requency generating circuitry for a "Touch-Tone" 
telephone. As such, Munday is directed to the generation of 
audible tones, rather than clock signals. Henkel and Munday 
therefore are from such different fields that there would be 
no motivation or suggestion in either Henkel or Munday for the 
combination proposed by the Examiner. 

In summary: 

1. Henkel does not show the claimed invention and 
the Examiner admits as much. 

2 . Henkel does not merely fail to show a claimed 
limitation, but actually includes a contrary teaching with 
regard to that limitation. 

3. Munday is from such a different field than 
Henkel that one would not be motivated to combine the two, and 
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moreover, the aforementioned teaching-away negates the 
combination. 

For these reasons, applicants respectfully submit 
that claims 1-7, 10-13, 17, 19, 22, 24, 25 and 27 are 
patentable . 

Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, applicants 
respectfully submit that this application is in condition for 
allowance. Reconsideration and prompt allowance of this 
application are respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Jeffrey H. Ingerman/ 
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